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Abstract Shared services are increasingly prevalent in prac- 
tice, their introduction potentially entailing substantive and 
highly consequential organizational redesign. Yet, attention to 
the structural arrangements of shared services has been limit- 
ed. This study explores types of structural arrangements for 
shared services that are observed in practice, and the salient 
dimensions along which those types can be usefully differen- 
tiated. Through inductive attention to the shared services 
literature, and content analysis of 36 secondary case studies 
of shared services in the higher education sector, three salient 
dimensions emerged: (1) the existence or not of a separate 
organizational entity, (2) an intra- or inter-organizational shar- 
ing boundary, and (3) involvement or not of a third party. Each 
dimension being dichotomous yields 23 combinations, or 
eight shared services structural arrangement types. Each of 
the eight structural arrangement types is defined and demon- 
strated through case examples. The typology offers  clarity 
 
 
around shared services structural arrangements. It can serve 
as a useful analytical tool for researchers investigating the 
phenomenon further, and for practitioners considering the 
introduction or further development of shared services 
arrangements. Important follow on research is suggested too. 
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Introduction 
 
Organizations have over the decades continually sought im- 
proved performance through organizational restructuring. The 
general trajectory since the 1980s has been de-diversification, 
disintegration and unbundling of corporate functions (Gospel 
and Sako 2010). Gospel and Sako see the creation and out- 
sourcing of shared services as part of the unbundling of 
support activities, combining decisions about the internal 
structure, organizational boundaries, and firm-specific resour- 
ces and capabilities. Ulbrich (2006) recognizes that shared 
services have been increasingly important as an organizational 
change approach for improving support functions. Shared 
services can be conceptualized as four change programs: 
organizational redesign, business process redesign, sourcing 
redesign, and technology enablement (Lacity and Fox 2008). 
When using shared services as an approach to organiza- 
tional redesign, it is important for firms to select and imple- 
ment the right organizational arrangements for shared services 
as this will influence their performance (Borman 2008a). This 
is a highly consequential decision as the introduction of shared 
services can entail substantive organizational redesign and 
change (Lacity and Fox 2008; S. Wang and Wang 2007; 
Goold et  al. 2001).  While some  authors refer  to different 
 
  
 
 
 
 
organizational arrangements for shared services, for example, 
Janssen and Joha (2006) differentiate between intra- and inter- 
organizational shared services, this aspect of shared  services 
has received limited research attention so far. Therefore this 
study addresses the central research question “What are the 
alternative structural arrangements for shared services?” aiming 
to identify from practice the salient differentiating dimensions 
that characterize distinctive types of shared services structural 
arrangements; and develop a shared services typology. 
Typologies “provide a parsimonious framework for describing 
complex organizational forms” and help explain outcomes 
(Doty and Glick 1994). They enable the identification of sim- 
ilar properties of a class of phenomena and provide a means to 
compare and contrast classes (Gregor 2006). A typology of 
structural arrangements for shared services with underlying 
organizational design dimensions is warranted, to aid in posi- 
tioning the diverse arrangements seen in practice. As discussed 
in more detail in the next section, current research into under- 
lying dimensions and typologies of structural arrangements for 
shared services is limited; a gap that warrants addressing. 
Our study focused on the Higher Education (HE) sector. 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that universities are good candi- 
dates for shared services (Dove 2004; Yee et al. 2009), are 
embracing shared services, and have much potential to further 
exploit the arrangement. Environmental drivers contributing 
to increased interest in shared services within the HE sector 
include: continuing growth in student numbers, changes in the 
nature of academic work, increasing competition between 
institutions, government pressure to improve operational effi- 
ciency, and the diverse and shifting expectations of stakehold- 
ers (KPMG 2006; Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu et al. 2001). 
These substantial and continuing shifts in the sector demand 
more efficient and improved processes. Universities thus seek 
to identify services that can be managed more effectively and 
at a lower cost and to determine the most effective means of 
their delivery. In order to achieve sought after cost savings and 
performance improvements, many HE institutions are consid- 
ering cooperating or sharing in a wide range of areas. 
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First 
we briefly discuss the concept of shared services. We then 
present the research approach applied in the study. Findings 
and related discussion are next presented. The paper con- 
cludes with a summary of the findings and recommenda- 
tions for future research. 
 
 
Structural arrangements of shared services 
 
The shared services approach has its origin in divisionalized 
companies that started combining or consolidating services 
that were duplicated across organizational entities (Ulrich 
1995). Shared services have become increasingly prevalent 
during the past decade in both private and public sectors 
(Schulz and Brenner 2010; Borman 2008a, 2008b). Sharing 
typically aims to gain benefits of scale, including: (1) re- 
duced duplication of effort, (2) improved cost control, (3) 
leveraging solutions to common problems, (4) leveraging 
expertise and advanced technology, and (5) improved serv- 
ices with limited resources (Dove 2004; Miskon et al. 2010; 
Yee et al. 2009). Benefits of shared services are also often 
cited in the commercial press which highlights cost savings, 
improved customer service, and efficiency (Fiserv 2009). 
While the concept of shared services has been around for 
more than three decades, there exists little consensus on its 
conceptualization (Schulz and Brenner 2010; Miskon et al. 
2010; Singh and Craike 2008). Diverse definitions lead to 
different interpretations creating confusion (Schulz and 
Brenner 2010). Some (e.g. Ulrich 1995; Becker et al. 
2009; Yee 2009) refer to shared services as an ‘internal’ 
sharing arrangement which resides within a single organi- 
zation; while others (Janssen and Joha 2006; Yee et al. 2009; 
Yee 2009) refer to services that span multiple organizations. 
Moreover, some refer to a shared service centre , where 
services are provided by a (semi) autonomous organization- 
al entity (e.g. Yee et al. 2009; Goh et al. 2007; Lacity and 
Fox 2008; Su et al. 2009; Bergeron 2003), while others are 
not explicit about the organizational model (e.g. Borman 
2010; Gibson and Arnott 2005; Bækgaard 2009). 
This confusion may in part be due to the diversity of 
shared services arrangements observed in practice. Ulrich 
(1995) differentiates service centers that focus on transac- 
tional services, from centers of excellence that focus on 
transformational services. Quinn et al. (2000) differentiate 
four types based upon objectives: basic (reduce costs, stan- 
dardize processes), marketplace (reduce costs, improve 
quality), advanced marketplace (provide choice of most 
effective supplier), and independent business (generate rev- 
enue and profits). Walsh et al. (2008) distinguish five mod- 
els of shared services arrangements in the non-profit sector: 
(1) the classic business model, (2) dedicated shared services 
centers, (3) peak body support model, (4) co-location model, 
and (5) amalgamation or merger model. Schulz et al. (2009) 
identify seven classification criteria for shared services cen- 
ters: (1) legal form, (2) coordination form, (3) services 
charges, (4) external market, (5) contractual form, (6) centre 
concept, and (7) product portfolio. 
Shared services structural arrangements can entail substan- 
tive and highly consequential organizational redesign (Lacity 
and Fox 2008; S. Wang and Wang 2007; Goold et al. 2001). 
The focus of this study is thus on these formal organizational 
arrangements, with particular emphasis on strategic design at 
the enterprise level and the composition of and relationships 
among organizational units (Nadler et al. 1997). Current re- 
search into typologies of structural arrangements and their 
underlying dimensions for shared services is limited. 
Notable exceptions are Niehaves and Krause (2010)    who 
 
 
 
 
distinguish between a shared service centre and shared service 
networks, and Janssen and Joha (2006) who differentiate 
between intra- and inter-organizational shared services cen- 
ters. However, both limit their discussion to a single dimen- 
sion, and offer limited empirical substantiation, with few cases 
studied. The other shared services classifications mentioned 
earlier (Schulz et al. 2009; Ulrich 1995; Walsh et al. 2008; 
Quinn et al. 2000) do not specifically address structural 
arrangements. For example, the seven classification criteria 
of Schulz et al. (2009) assume the existence of a shared 
services centre and do not differentiate between intra- and 
inter-organizational arrangements. 
 
 
Research method 
 
The study aim is to derive a typology of shared services 
structural arrangement through content analysis of docu- 
mented case studies of shared services. Figure 1 summarizes 
the study research design. 
 
Extraction of relevant documentation 
 
The study commenced with a comprehensive search for 
published cases of shared services in the HE sector. As little 
information on shared services case studies was available 
from academic outlets, a structured internet search strategy 
was employed. Analyzing cases drawn from publically ac- 
cessible content available via internet searching has been 
practiced by other researchers in IS (e.g. Chua et al. 2007; 
Tomiuk  and Pinsonneault  2008; Shang and Seddon  2002; 
W. Wang and Sedera 2011). 
In Phase 1, the primary goal was to identify HE institu- 
tions that reported some form of shared services. The key 
phrases ‘shared service*’ AND (‘higher education’ OR 
‘university’ OR ‘College’1) were included in a Google ad- 
vanced search yielding diverse results, including reports, 
web pages, white papers and slide presentations. Forward 
and backward searching following Levy and Ellis (2006) 
and Webster and Watson (2002) resulted in the discovery of 
additional resources; the overall search yielding 221 rele- 
vant resources that discussed shared services in the HE 
sector. Ninety-two (92) of these resources contained infor- 
mation about specific shared services cases; these 92 resour- 
ces pertaining to 36 separate cases. The cases identified 
from this effort are listed in Appendix A. 
Phase 2 sought to extract relevant information from the 
identified case studies, in order to achieve a maximally rich 
understanding of each case. This entailed further     internet 
 
 
1 We also integrated other synonyms for ‘University’ to check for 
completeness of information collected and found that the search term 
used as above captured all of the relevant information. 
searching using the search terms ‘shared service*’ AND < 
‘the specific university name’>, also searching within the 
web pages of each institution to identify further details 
specific to results from Phase 1. 198 new resources (after 
removing overlap with the first-stage search set) were found 
in this phase, the final data pool thus having a total of 290 
[(92: Phase 1) + (198: Phase 2)] resources as we entered the 
analysis phase. 
 
Data analysis and preliminary observations 
 
The study unit of analysis was the structural arrangements 
for shared services. The goal of the study was to identify and 
explicate the different structural arrangements – the compo- 
sition of and relationships among organisational units in 
relation to shared services, as reflected in the pool of evi- 
dence gathered. The research was qualitative in nature. 
Given the exploratory nature of the study, a conventional 
inductive content analysis approach was used, with coding 
categories derived directly from the textual data without 
theoretical perspectives or predetermined categories (Miles 
and Huberman 1999). A detailed coding-protocol was de- 
vised by the researchers which prescribed how the extracted 
content would be captured and stored in the repository, how 
the supporting information would be coded and analysed, 
and how the results would be captured and presented. 
The analysis took place in multiple rounds. In Round I, any 
direct or indirect mentions of ‘structural’ arrangements, were 
identified. Round II focused on distilling core themes ob- 
served across the Round I results; a master list of themes 
was extracted, which pointed to elements such as the geo- 
graphic spread of the shared services, and the different stake- 
holders involved in the different contexts. In Round III, the 
case study data was revisited searching for further evidence of 
the master list of themes identified in Round II; the intent 
being to capture maximal relevant data pertaining to each 
theme. In Round IV, the master list of themes and related 
supporting data were re-assessed, in search of a parsimonious 
set of dimensions (based on themes distilled from the early 
phases) that could best differentiate the various structural 
arrangements. In this phase, relevant literature from the ge- 
neric shared services, Business and IT domains was reviewed 
to further understand the themes as synthesised, to derive a 
more parsimonious list of meta-themes (dimensions), to better 
rationalise the observations made through triangulation, and to 
provide content validity to the resulting dimensions. This 
resulted in the identification of three key dimensions (meta- 
themes), namely; (D1) separate organizational entity, (D2) 
sharing boundary, and (D3) third party involvement; that 
appeared to capture well the structural variations of shared 
services. These dimensions are explained further in the next 
section. All the themes identified in Rounds II and III mapped 
to these three dimensions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1  Overview of the data extraction and analysis approach applied in the  study 
 
In Round V, the case study data was again revisited in 
relation to the dimensions identified in Round IV, thereby 
capturing any explicit or implicit evidence of the existence (or 
not) of the elements as identified in the meta-themes - i.e. did 
the case study data show: Whether a separate organizational 
entity was involved or not?; If the sharing was internal or 
external?; Whether a third party vendor was involved or not? 
The results of this round showed that all dimensions were 
instantiated across the case study data (see Appendix A and 
Table 1). The three dichotomous dimensions (each having two 
possible states) yielded a typology of eight shared services 
structural arrangements; all 8 types instantiated by the case data. 
 
 
Study findings 
 
Appendix A presents summary results of the above de- 
scribed analysis. Column 1 provides a Case ID; Column 2 
identifies the shared services initiative (and is labeled either 
by the name used for the initiative as per the documents 
extracted e.g. ‘Ohio University (Administrative Support 
Functions)’ or as a pseudo-name derived from the main 
institution(s) involved in the shared services arrangement). 
Columns 3–5 map the cases against the 3 dimensions iden- 
tified. Once the dimensions were instantiated via the cases, 
the cases were grouped around the three dimensions (see 
mapping results in Table 1, and the related discussions  
found in the next section). The final mapping of the case 
data was confirmed by two coders, where the cases were 
independently mapped and compared. When any discrepan- 
cy existed between the two coders’ results, this was dis- 
cussed and resolved by revisiting the original data, at times 
with the involvement of a third researcher. 
 
Structural dimensions for shared services arrangements 
 
Three dimensions of structural arrangements for shared 
services were identified: (D1) separate organizational entity, 
(D2) sharing boundary, and (D3) third party involvement. 
The three dimensions are dichotomous in that for the pur- 
poses of our discussion herein, each has two possible states 
(e.g. the sharing boundary is either intra- or inter- 
organisational). The three dimensions address important 
organizational design issues at the enterprise level, some- 
what similar to what Nadler et al. (1997) describes (about 
enterprise level organizational design aspects) and hence has 
face validity. In similar lines to Nadler’s arguments, these 
dimensions can also influence the inter-dependence between 
business units, how common resources are leveraged, and 
sharing that goes beyond organizational boundaries. 
 
 
 
 
Table 1  The types of shared services and supporting case based evidence: a  summary 
 
1 2 3 4 
 
  
Types of sharing 
arrangement 
Description Dimension Case study evidence 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dimension 1 (D1) separate organizational entity This di- 
mension relates to the existence (or not) of a dedicated, 
semi-autonomous unit that is responsible for providing the 
shared services. Often, such a separate unit is referred to as a 
shared services centre (SSC). Some cases specifically men- 
tioned the existence of a semi-autonomous unit. When this 
was not specified, it was difficult to assess, in which case the 
coders looked  for  evidence  that  characterized  a shared 
services centre, for example; evidence of a separate legal 
entity with contractual agreements (Schulz and Brenner 
2010); or mentioning of roles likely to exist within a SSC. 
This dimension was also identified by Niehaves and 
Krause (2010) who distinguished between a shared services 
centre and a shared services network in local government, 
based upon degree of (de)centrality and the constellation of 
service  providing  units  and  service  receiving  units. The 
  D1 Has a 
separate 
organizational 
entity 
D2 Sharing 
boundary 
(Intra/Inter- 
organizational) 
D3 3rd party
involvement 
exists 
  Supporting 
sample 
cases (ID) 
Total 
number 
of cases
Type 1: Internal 
shared services 
A semi-autonomous organizational unit 
provides internal services through sharing 
Yes Intra No   1–6 6 
centre arrangements to multiple organizational 
units within the organization. 
Type 2: Shared 
services centre- 
Two or more universities or related 
organizations shared common services. 
Yes Inter No   7–12 6 
alliances/consor They are voluntary members of a 
tium particular group (e.g Higher Education 
System, Consortium) to achieve common 
or particular mission. The single group 
coordinates the provision of various 
services to the individual universities/ 
organizations involved in the alliances or 
consortium. This group is formed and 
governed internally by the partner 
organizations. 
Type 3: Intra- 
organizational 
Individual academic departments, business 
units and campuses within a single 
No Intra No   13–15 3 
shared services university share common services such as 
enrolment and administrative functions, 
there is no separate shared services entity 
Type 4: Inter- 
organizational 
Two or more universities or related 
organizations share common services. In 
No Inter No   16–20 5 
shared services this type of shared services, there is no 
separate shared services entity. A single 
university might share common services 
with others. 
Type 5: Internal 
shared services 
Similar to Type 1 with respect to boundary 
and entity. The difference is that this type 
Yes Intra Yes   21–26 6 
centre (with third of shared services has substantial 
party) involvement of a third provider 
Type 6: Shared 
services centre- 
Similar to Type 2 with respect to the 
boundary and entity. The difference is that 
Yes Inter Yes   27–33 7 
alliances/consor this type of shared services has substantial 
tium (with third involvement of a third party provider. 
party) 
Type 7: Intra- Similar to Type 3 with respect to the No Intra Yes 34 1 
organizational boundary and entity. The difference is that 
shared services this type of shared services has substantial 
(with third party) involvement of a third party provider. 
Type 8: Inter- 
organizational 
Similar to Type 4 with respect to the 
boundary and entity. The difference is that 
No Inter Yes   35–36 2 
shared services this type of shared services has  substantial 
(with third party) involvement of a third party provider            
 
 
 
 
existence of a shared service center can also be found in 
definitions that explicitly mention a shared services center 
(e.g. Schulz and Brenner 2010) or refer to a (semi) autono- 
mous organizational unit (e.g. Bergeron 2003). 
 
Dimension 2 (D2) sharing boundary This dimension relates 
to the formal organizational periphery of the sharing arrange- 
ment and defines whether the sharing is within the boundary 
of a single organization or if the sharing is across multiple 
organizations. The sharing boundary is also discussed in lit- 
erature as intra-organizational shared services centers within 
an organization and inter-organizational shared services cen- 
ters between organizations (Janssen and Joha 2006). Intra- 
organizational shared services involves a single organization 
consolidating and centralizing a business service, where the 
sharing activities occur within the organization (Yee et al. 
2009). Inter-organizational shared services involve two or 
more organizations sharing common services (Borman 2010; 
S. Wang and Wang 2007; Yee 2009). 
 
Dimension 3 (D3) third party involvement This dimension 
relates to the involvement of  a  third  party  (external  to the 
sharing organizations) in the shared services ar- 
rangement. It would appear de  rigueur  (as  observed  in the 
literature) to refer to third party involvement in this context 
as ‘outsourcing’ (e.g. Janssen and Joha 2006; Lacity and Fox 
2008). McIvor et al. (2011) explain how     a shared services 
centre can be owned and operated by    the organization, or 
outsourced to independent  vendors, and how organizations 
are increasingly turning to  ven- dors to implement and 
manage shared services, as they   lack the necessary internal 
skills and experience. Arya (2011) also notes that shared 
services might be  devel- oped as internal services or be 
contracted out to an external provider and argues that “it is 
important to differentiate between ‘internal’ shared 
services and ‘out- sourced’ shared services, as 
considerations for these two types of shared services 
arrangements are quite different”. 
 
Structural types for shared services 
 
The three dichotomous dimensions (introduced above) yield 
eight types  (23  possible  combinations),  as  listed  and 
described in summary, in Table 1. Note that column 
4 in Table 1 depicts the specific case examples from 
Appendix A mapped to the typology types. Fig. 2 is a 
summary view of the eight types positioned within  the three 
dimensions of the framework. Fig. 3 provides a graphical 
summary of the different types of sharing arrangements.  
Each  of  the  eight  types  is  next discussed 
 
 
 
Fig. 2 Positioning the types of shared services within the 3 
dimensions 
 
in detail. All case data collected were carefully 
reviewed and checked by two coders to confirm the correct 
capturing and classification of information. Specific 
evidence to support the existence  (or  not)  of  each 
dimension was sought for, and confirmed in the coding 
process. A selection of the sources that provided these 
supporting evidence is listed in column 2b of Appendix A. 
 
Type 1: internal shared services centre 
 
Internal shared services centre is a typical arrangement 
where a (semi)-autonomous organizational unit provides 
internal services through a sharing arrangement with multi- 
ple organizational units within the organization, without any 
involvement from external third party vendors or service 
providers (see Fig. 3a). Cases with IDs 1–6 as depicted in 
Appendix A are examples of this type of shared services. 
In example, the Ohio University shared services initiative 
sought to streamline administrative functions. A semi-au- 
tonomous entity was responsible for managing the multiple 
involved departments. This unit focused on consolidating 
business functions, standardizing processes and delivering 
efficiencies through business process re-engineering, and 
also provided the support services and guidance necessary 
to implement the shared services. The sharing boundary for 
shared services within Ohio University was within the insti- 
tution itself involving the Procurement, Accounts Payable, 
Payroll, Travel, Expense Reimbursement departments and 
the Business Service Centre. There were no third parties 
involved in this case. 
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Fig. 3  Graphical representation of the different types of shared services arrangements as observed in the Higher Education sector 
 
 
 
 
Type 2: shared services centre – alliances/consortium 
 
In this type, two or more universities (or two or more 
different organizations), share common services through an 
alliance relationship and there exists a single group that 
coordinates the provisioning of the various services to the 
individual universities/organizations involved. This group is 
formed and governed internally by the partner organizations 
(see Fig. 3b). Cases with ID 7–12 as depicted in Appendix A 
are examples of this type of shared services. 
The Minnesota State Colleges and Universities System 
(Case ID-8) illustrates this type of shared services. The main 
goal of the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities was 
to facilitate delivery of selected student-related services by 
consolidating processing from distributed locations to a real 
or virtual shared services environment. The sharing bound- 
ary was the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities 
System itself; the largest single provider of higher education 
in the state of Minnesota. It included 31 institutions, includ- 
ing 24 colleges and seven state universities. They had a 
separate organizational entity, which was the Minnesota 
State Colleges and Universities System Information 
Technology Services (MnSCU ITS). MnSCU ITS is orga- 
nized as a shared services center for 32 colleges and univer- 
sities, and developed and launched an enterprise governance 
process and Portfolio Management Office. There were no 
third parties involved in this case. 
 
Type 3: intra-organizational shared services 
 
In this type, individual academic departments, business 
units and campuses within a single university share common 
services. There is no separate shared services centre or entity 
that overlooks the sharing arrangements (see Fig. 3c). Cases 
13–15, as listed in Appendix A are examples of this type of 
shared services. We will use the case study of the University 
of Buffalo (Case ID -14), to illustrate how the three dimen- 
sions manifest in this type of shared services. 
By the year 2020, the University of Buffalo aims to 
become one of USA’s premier public research universities. 
The transformation of academic support operations to real- 
ize efficiencies and improve quality is one means by which 
they hope to achieve this. The university invested in IT as a 
shared infrastructure to minimize redundant expenditures. 
An IT shared service desk was one of the initiatives that 
integrated IT resources from across the campuses to provid- 
ed unified service delivery via a single point of contact 
regardless of the location or organizational management of 
the IT resources involved. The case data makes no mention 
of any separate organizational unit; instead the IT shared 
service desk project was led by the Information Technology 
Strategic Transformation subcommittee. The sharing 
boundary  was  within  the  University  of  Buffalo, where 
several campuses are involved in the shared services initia- 
tive. There were no third parties involved in this case. 
 
Type 4: inter-organizational shared services 
 
In this type, two or more universities or related organiza- 
tions share common services, without a separate shared 
services centre or separate entity to manage the sharing 
arrangements. A single university (or  organization)  that has 
stronger skills and experience in a given area, might offer 
these common services to others in a partnership/  sharing 
arrangement (see Fig. 3d). Cases 16–20 (see Appendix 
A) are examples of this type. 
In the case example of the Open Archival Information 
System (OAIS) project (Case ID-16) reported by Knight and 
Hedges (2007) and Smorul et al. (2004), the San Diego 
Super Computer Centre (SDSC), the University of 
Maryland, and the National Archives and Records 
Administration (NARA), collaborated (across organization- 
al boundaries) to build a persistent digital archive, located at 
the three sites, each running different database management 
software connected through the Storage Resource Broker 
(SRB) middleware. There were no third parties involved in 
the OAIS project and they did not have a separate entity 
overlooking the sharing arrangement, instead all participat- 
ing institutions collaborated to achieve the goals of this 
sharing arrangement. 
 
Type 5: internal shared services centre (with third party) 
 
Internal shared services centre (with third party) is similar to 
Type 1 with respect to the boundary and entity; the sharing is 
within a single organizational boundary and the sharing 
arrangements are looked after by a semi-autonomous entity. 
The difference is that this type of shared services has substan- 
tial involvement of a third party provider (see Fig. 3e). 
Examples of this type from the data set included cases 21–26. 
University of Auckland, New Zealand (Case ID-21) is an 
example of this type. By the early 2000’s, Information 
Technology Services (ITS) at University of Auckland had  a 
myriad of problems such as rapidly increasing demand for 
servers, storage and technical support time. Thus, a goal at 
the time was to consolidate and improve its ability to offer 
services to the entire University using a shared services 
approach; to share the infrastructure resources (i.e. the man- 
power and the data centre). The sharing boundary in this 
case example is within the University of Auckland, which 
spans all faculties and service divisions. ITS; a semi- auton- 
omous entity with the University of Auckland, is the service 
provider. The case documents describe how in 2008, ITS 
collaborated with a third party; Microsoft, to design and roll 
out Google Applications for Education to its 50,000 stu- 
dents, staff and alumni (Keall 2009). 
 
 
 
 
Type 6: shared services centre – alliances/consortium 
(with third party) 
 
In this type, two or more universities or related organiza- 
tions share common services and there exists a single group 
that coordinates the provisioning of the various services to 
the individual universities/organizations involved in the alli- 
ances or consortium. This group is formed and governed 
internally by the partner organizations, but there is substan- 
tial involvement of a third party provider (see Fig. 3f). Cases 
27–33 are examples of this type. The University System of 
Ohio (case ID-27) is taken as an illustrative example. 
The Ohio Board of Regents was the separate organiza- 
tional entity in this arrangement that governed matters at the 
state level, and was responsible for coordinating the higher 
education institutions involved. The sharing boundary of 
this shared services example comprised all of Ohio’s public 
institutions of higher education which functioned under the 
University System of Ohio. The consulting firm ‘Navigator 
Management Partners’ was a third party involved, who 
provided expertise in the higher education industry (in gen- 
eral), process design and reengineering, and large scale IT 
system implementations that took place across the institu- 
tions. Navigator Management Partners was responsible for 
the overall project management and the transformation to 
the shared services arrangement. 
 
Type 7: intra-organizational shared services (with third party) 
 
This type is similar to Type 3 with respect to the boundary 
and entity. The difference is that this type of shared services 
has substantial involvement of a third party provider (see 
Fig. 3g). Case ID-34 is an example of this type of shared 
services. 
Shared services were implemented at University of 
Sydney to assist with its aim of becoming a world-class 
organization by focusing on service delivery, administrative 
efficiency and effectiveness. The case data describes how 
the sharing took place between the technical, finance and 
human resource divisions. There was a team of representa- 
tives leading the sharing effort, though no separate organi- 
zational unit (i.e. a SSC) existed. The sharing boundary was 
within the University of Sydney. The case documents de- 
scribe how, University of Sydney collaborated with a third 
party; BMC, to support a phased approach to IT service 
excellence by first streamlining batch processing and 
addressing other performance issues. 
 
Type 8: inter-organizational shared services 
(with third party) 
 
This is similar to Type 4 with respect to the boundary and 
entity. The difference is that this type of shared services has 
substantial involvement of a third party provider (see Fig. 3h). 
Cases 35 and 36 are examples of this type of shared services. 
We take the Nebraska State College System– SAP ERP 
System Project (Case ID-35) as an example. The sharing 
boundary of this case is between University of Nebraska 
System and Nebraska State College System (NSCS). The 
collaboration involved 4 main campuses in the University of 
Nebraska and 3 main campuses in the Nebraska State 
College System, together with their geographically diverse 
campuses throughout the state. The objective of the partner- 
ship was to implement a common ERP solution across the 
state to support the higher education institutions. The 
University of Nebraska System had already implemented 
its ERP solution successfully and the goal of this initiative 
was to role out this same product across the Nebraska State 
College System (NSCS), leveraging the knowledge and 
experiences from the University of Nebraska System imple- 
mentations; to better support common business functions. 
The case study material does not provide any information 
about a separate organizational entity. They do report on 
third party involvement, and collaboration with SAP as they 
implemented ERP for finance, materials management, asset 
management, human resources and payroll (Amos     and 
Mihulka 2008). 
 
 
Discussion 
 
In this section we make a first attempt to explain the exis- 
tence of different types of shared services arrangements. We 
first discuss the stereotypical structural arrangement for 
shared services: the Internal Shared Services Centre (Type 
1). We then discuss how the other structural arrangements 
for shared services (Types 2–8) became more common, in 
particular due to general organizational developments such 
as collaborating and outsourcing and the wider application 
of shared services for different kinds of services, functional 
areas, and sectors (such as Higher Education). 
The Internal Shared Services Centre (Type 1) is the 
traditional stereotype, closely aligning with early reports of 
shared services in the literature; shared services provided by 
a semi-autonomous organizational unit as an internal service 
to multiple organizational units within the same organiza- 
tion. The early establishment of internal shared services 
centres was often based on the consolidation of support 
functions in large, multidivisional organizations, for exam- 
ple General Electric Co. (Quinn et al. 2000; Hoffman 2002), 
Digital Equipment Corporation (Lacity and Fox 2008), and 
Procter & Gamble (Sia et al. 2008). It is, therefore, not 
surprising that this structural arrangement is also most 
commonly reflected in the definitions and characteristics   of 
shared services found in the earlier literature (as discussed  
previously). 
 
 
 
 
More recently, we see broader conceptions of the notion 
of shared services, with other structural arrangements 
(Types 2–8) becoming more common. In particular, the 
notion of shared services is being used to refer to organiza- 
tional units sharing or collaborating with each other and 
using cooperative coordination mechanisms, even where 
there is no consolidation within a multidivisional setting. 
Borman and Ulbrich (2011), for example, refer to shared 
services as multi-organizational arrangements. This expan- 
sion of the notion of shared services begins to overlap with 
collaborative ways of organizing, such as the network form 
of governance (e.g. Jones et al. 1997) and inter- 
organizational cooperation (Dyer and Singh 1998). 
As organizations become increasingly based on col- 
laboration and networking, different types of sharing 
arrangements are becoming more prominent, such as 
shared services networks;  sharing  arrangements  where  no 
separate organizational entity exists (Dimension 1, Types 3, 
4, 7 and 8). Niehaves and Krause (2010), providing case 
evidence from a local government,  dis- cuss “shared 
services centres” and the “shared services networks” 
explaining how they differ based upon the degree of 
(de)centrality and its constellation of service providing units 
and service receiving units. They con- clude that prior 
collaboration is essential for the emer- gence of shared 
services. In the local government context, they found 
that a shared services centre emerges when the prior 
collaboration was central; while shared services networks 
emerge when the prior collab- oration was not central. 
Collaboration and  networking  may even lead to new 
structural arrangements such as “service-oriented 
enterprises” (Janssen and Joha 2008). Janssen and Joha 
speculate that organizations may be-  come service-oriented 
enterprises, which are organized around modular shared 
services centres that can be integrated  and  disintegrated  
effectively  and efficiently. 
Outsourcing (third party involvement - related to Types 
5–8), is another organizational development that has influ- 
enced the structural arrangements of shared services. There 
are two possible scenarios in relation to the decision-making 
around shared services structures and outsourcing (Gospel 
and Sako 2010). In the first scenario, a shared service center 
is established within the organization and it is the shared 
services centre itself that decides on the outsourcing options. 
In the second scenario, a decision to outsource is first made 
and shared services is used as part of the transition towards 
outsourcing. Though the approach is different, the end result 
in both cases can be the same; the involvement of third party 
service providers. Examples of the first scenario are the 
shared services of Reuters and Xerox. Lacity and Fox 
(2008) describe how Reuters’ shared services centre out- 
sourced specialized financial services to third-party suppli- 
ers.  Su et  al.  (2009)  describe  how single service delivery 
units are created and at times outsourced, and provide the 
case example of Xerox’s data centre. In the second scenario, 
the primary goal is to outsource, and shared services are 
used as an intermediate step to first  internally  consoli- date 
functions which are then to be outsourced (Ulbrich 2006). It 
is believed that in the second scenario, the creation of 
internal shared services first before outsourc- ing leads to 
greater retention of dynamic capabilities in- house  (Gospel  
and  Sako 2010). 
The different structural arrangements for shared serv- 
ices may also be influenced by the wider application of 
shared services to different kinds of functional areas and 
different types of services. Shared services are being 
employed for different functions, beyond the traditional 
areas of finance, HR, and IT; for example, to  procure- ment, 
sales and customer service.  Shared  services  are  also being 
used for a wider variety of services. For example, in 
addition to transactional services dealing  with meeting 
administrative requirements (examples in  HR include 
benefits, payment and education), they  are also being used 
for transformational services dealing  with transforming 
the organization (examples in HR include staffing, 
development, employee relations and organizational  
effectiveness)  (Ulrich 1995). 
We also see shared services being applied both by  public 
and private organizations and in different  indus- tries and 
sectors. The HE sector, as  studied  in  this paper, is an 
excellent illustration of  this.  Universities  have a long 
history of collaborating  through  consortia  and exchange 
agreements, shared resources, coordinated curricula, athletic 
conferences, and joint research (Eckel and Hartley 2008); it  
is,  therefore,  not  surprising  that  the application of shared 
services in the  HE  sector  is  often in the form of joint 
initiatives, resulting in inter- organizational structural 
arrangements (Dimension 2, Types  2,  4,  6  and 8). 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Shared services as an organizational arrangement, is 
increasingly prevalent in practice. The introduction of 
shared services can entail substantive and highly conse- 
quential organizational redesign, yet this aspect of 
shared services has received limited research attention. 
Only a few studies explicitly focus on structural 
arrangements, and those that do, only address one di- 
mension and have a limited number of cases as empir-    ical 
evidence. In this study we set  out  to  explore  the  types of 
structural arrangements for shared services that  are 
observed in practice, and the salient  dimensions along  
which  those  types  can  be  usefully differentiated. 
 
 
 
 
The study content analyzed 36 secondary case studies of 
shared services in the higher education sector. Three salient 
dimensions and their dichotomous classes emerged from 
inductive attention to both the shared services literature  and 
arrangements observed across the case studies. The three 
dimensions identified are: 1) the existence or not of a 
separate organizational entity, (2) an inter- or intra- 
organizational sharing boundary, and (3) the involvement or 
not of a third party. The typology deduced, includes eight 
types defined by the three Dimensions, to which the 36 case 
studies were mapped. The typology accommodated all 36 
case studies and all types were instantiated. Each of the eight 
structural arrangement types is defined and demon- strated 
through case examples. To the best of our knowl- edge, this 
is the first study on shared services that - specifically 
addresses the identification of structural arrangements 
for shared services, identifies multiple dimen- sions of such 
structural arrangements, and is based on ex- tensive and 
broad empirical data. The paper also includes a first attempt 
to explain the existence of different types of shared services 
arrangements. We see the Internal Shared Services Centre 
(Type 1) as the, traditional, stereotypical structural 
arrangement for shared services. The variety of different 
structural arrangements for shared services (Types 2–8) 
was positioned relative to other organiza- tional 
developments such as collaborating and outsourc- ing. The 
variety of types of shared services observed  across the case 
studies was attributed to the increasingly wider application 
of shared services to different kinds of services, functional 
areas, and sectors (such as Higher Education). 
The typology can aid in understanding and explaining 
shared services structural arrangements, and can serve as an 
analytical tool for researchers interested in investigating the 
phenomenon further (Shrivastava 1983). The typology pre- 
sented here is a useful beginning; a prerequisite to good 
scientific research in the field, in providing clear delineation 
of the uniformities of shared services structural types 
(McKelvey 1982). Typologies of this nature are also practi- 
cal because they allow knowledge to be accumulated in a 
systematic manner and this accumulated knowledge enlight- 
ens professional practice (Gregor 2006). 
We acknowledge limitations inherent to the research ap- 
proach and to generalizability of study results. Potential 
limitations (and potential bias) of the search outcomes can 
be due to - subjectivity in search terms used and in codifying 
the large volumes of textual evidence; uncertainty regarding 
the authenticity and accuracy of the information extracted; 
and missing details (due to secondary data). These limita- 
tions undoubtedly resulted in oversight of possibly relevant 
cases, as well as possible miscoding in some instances, 
though minimized through a rigorous case extraction ap- 
proach and multiple coders. The  identification  of   robust, 
high-level dimensions (meta-themes) lessens our concern 
with subjectivity, as does the outcomes of back-mapping the 
cases to dimensions/types. 
Most qualitative research is based on thematic analysis, 
and findings can appear subjective and lacking in transpar- 
ency on how the themes are developed. While we have 
sought to address this with clearly documented data analysis 
procedures (as described), there undoubtedly are other 
dimensions (in addition to the three dimensions presented 
here) of possible value in a shared services typology. 
Furthermore, this study was based purely on secondary data, 
and constrained data collection to cases in the HE sector. 
Although we see that the resulting types can be generalized 
to other sectors, their instantiations as observed from this 
dataset are in places somewhat specific to the HE sector. In 
example, the HE sector practices ‘cooperative competition’ 
(co-opetition) more than other sectors, whereby universities 
tend to cooperate on one level, while remaining competitors 
on another (Yee 2009). This may explain why we see case 
studies in this data set where inter- organizational sharing is 
prominent, which might not be the case in other business 
contexts. Prior studies in other contexts (e.g. Burke 2005) 
discuss some differences in the HE sector. Structural 
arrangements in shared services are highly related to gover- 
nance and its influences. Campbell et al. (2009) discuss how 
contextual differences and unique governance issues differ- 
entiate different sectors (especially public and private sector 
organizations). This evidence further suggests that the find- 
ings presented in this paper may be somewhat specific to the 
HE sector. In addition, much of the shared services 
research referenced is based on studies in  specific  sec- tors, 
for example local government (Niehaves and Krause 
2010), which suggests caution when drawing parallels  or 
distinctions. 
This study has provided the foundations for a better under- 
standing of the different types of shared services structures. 
Valuable possible extensions of this work include: (1) further 
validate the core dimensions and resultant typology with 
primary data across multiple domains; (2) investigate the 
relative benefits (advantages) and challenges (disadvantages) 
associated with the different types, and the motivations for 
these different types; (3) larger scale (quantitative) studies 
across different sectors to determine the generalizability of 
the dimensions and types, (4) discover those salient contextual 
factors that may influence the dominance of these different 
types and their effective implementation and operation, (5) 
provide practical evidence-based prescriptions on how to 
transition to or between the different types, and (6) 
investigate possible evolutionary progression from one type 
to another. Subsequently, (7) the roles and respon- sibilities 
of stakeholders involved with the different types, and (8) 
the governance implications of the types    can  be  usefully 
investigated. 
 
 
 
 
Appendix A: Mapping the Case Studies to the Core 
Themes 
 
 
Table 2  Summary of 36 case studies coded against the three dimensions (D1, D2 and  D3). 
1 
ID 
2a 
[University/Inst. Name] (Project Name) 
2b 
Selected supporting sources for each casea 
3 
D1: Existence 
4 
D2: Sharing 
5 
D3: 
of a separate boundary Existence 
organizational (Intra/ Inter- of a 3rd 
entity organizational) party 
          involvement
1 Ohio University http://www.ohio.edu/outlook/08-09/ Yes Intra No 
(Administrative Support Functions) October/100.cfm 
2 Purdue University (Human Resource http://www.purdue.edu/business/payroll/ Yes Intra No 
Services) Time_Management/Shared_Service_ 
Center_Informat.html 
3 University of New South Wales https://www.it.unsw.edu.au/index.html Yes Intra No
(IT Shared Services) 
4 University of Newcastle (IT Services 
and Administrative Services) 
 
(Walters 2009) Yes Intra No 
5 University of York (HR) http://www.york.ac.uk/admin/hr/training/ 
forums/administratorforum/Shared% 
20Services%20presentation%20Nov.06.pdf 
Yes Intra No 
6 Cornell University (Administrative 
Support, Financial Services) 
7 UK Higher and Further Education 
(JISC Information Environment 
Service Registry) 
http://dpb.cornell.edu/documents/1000405.pdf Yes Intra No 
http://iesr.ac.uk/ Yes Inter No 
8 Minnesota State Colleges & 
Universities System (Student First) 
http://www.nascio.org/awards/nominations/ 
2008/2008MN10-MnSCU%20ITS%20PMO.pdf 
Yes Inter No 
9 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
(MIT)/iCampus (Teaching & Learning) 
10 Inter-University Council of Ohio 
(IUCPG) 
http://web.mit.edu/annualreports/pres07/04.13.pdf  Yes Inter No 
http://www.iucpg.com/ Yes Inter No 
11 HE in South and Mid Wales (HEPCW) http://hepcw.procureweb.ac.uk/2510.file.dld Yes Inter No 
12 Finnish Virtual University (Teaching & 
Learning) 
 
13 University of Melbourne (IT Services 
and Administrative Services) 
14 University of Buffalo (IT Shared 
Services Project) 
15 Macquarie University (Administrative 
Support) 
http://www.tieke.fi/mp/db/file_library/x/ 
IMG/12865/file/11_Peltola_KIEC 
Presentation15102004.pdf 
http://www.unimelb.edu.au/publications/ 
docs/budget2007.pdf 
http://www.cio.buffalo.edu/Annual_Report_ 
2006-07.pdf 
http://www.mq.edu.au/provost/reports/docs/ 
report_to_council.pdf 
Yes Inter No 
 
 
No Intra No 
 
No Intra No 
 
No Intra No 
16 University of Maryland (OAIS) (Knight and Hedges 2007) No Inter No 
17 University of Maine System 
(Administrative Support Services) 
18 University of Limerick/NUI Galway 
(Resources Optimization) 
www.maine.edu/pdf/SD7ITSecondReport.pdf No Inter No 
http://www2.ul.ie/pdf/201509185.pdf No Inter No 
  
 
19 University College Cork (4C)/Abtran 
(Research Expertise) 
http://techtransfer.ucc.ie/documents/4C_ 
Abtran_25Feb10.pdf 
No Inter No 
20 CAUDIT (AAF) (CAUDIT 2010 Annual Report 2010) No Inter No 
21 University of Auckland (ITServices) http://www.caudit.edu.au/educause 
australasia07/authors_papers/Chaffe-80.pdf 
Yes Intra Yes 
 
22 University of Southern Queensland (University of Southern Queensland: Yes Intra Yes
(Financial Services) Annual Report 2010) 
23 University of California, Davis http://oe.ucdavis.edu/SSC/shared-services- Yes Intra Yes
(Administrative & Resource in-action.html 
Management) 
24 University of California, Berkerly http://www.uh.edu/af/budget/UCB.pdf Yes Intra Yes
(Administrative Functions) 
25 Drexel University (IT Services) (Albrecht et al. 2004) Yes Intra Yes
 
 
 
 
Table 2  (continued) 
1 
ID 
2a 
[University/Inst. Name] (Project Name) 
2b 
Selected supporting sources for each casea 
3 
D1: Existence 
4 
D2: Sharing 
5 
D3: 
of a separate boundary Existence 
organizational (Intra/ Inter- of a 3rd 
entity organizational) party 
          involvement
26 Monash University (IT Services) http://www.adm.monash.edu.au/shared-services/ Yes Intra Yes
 
27 University System of Ohio 
(Administrative Services) 
ss-objectives.html 
http://uso.edu/opportunities/efficiencies/ 
administrative.php 
 
Yes Inter Yes 
28 University System of Georgia 
(Administrative Support Functions) 
29 UK Higher Education/British 
Library (UK Research Reserve) 
http://www.usg.edu/ Yes Inter Yes 
 
http://www.ukrr.ac.uk/ Yes Inter Yes 
30 The University of Texas System 
(SIS, Data Centre, Joint Purchasing) 
31 The University of North Carolina 
System (HR/Payroll) 
32 The Texas A&M University 
(IT Services, Document Management, 
Data Centre) 
http://www.utsystem.edu/systemcio/Shared 
Services.htm 
http://www2.universitybusiness.com/viewarticle 
.aspx?articleid=1224&p=3 
http://www.utsystem.edu/news/features/shared_ 
services_summer07.htm 
Yes Inter Yes 
 
Yes Inter Yes 
 
Yes Inter Yes 
33 University of Missouri System 
(MOREnet) 
http://www.more.net/ Yes Inter Yes 
34 University of Sydney (IT Services, 
Finance Services, Support Services) 
35 University of Nebraska/Nebraska 
State College System (ERP) 
36 University of Akron/Lorain County 
Community College (ERP) 
http://sydney.edu.au/strategy/docs/strategic_ 
directions_2006-10.pdf 
http://www.educause.edu/Resources/Extending 
SharedServicesAcrossM/163304 
http://campustechnology.com/articles/2011/ 
04/28/beyond-asp-shared-services.aspx 
No Intra Yes 
 
No Inter Yes 
 
No Inter Yes 
 
 
a All these sources were last accessed and checked on the 15th   March  2012 
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